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Abstract 
In a context of hyper-diversity and social polarisation, it has been suggested that public parks 
constitute crucial arenas in which to safeguard deliberative democracy and foster social 
relations that bind loosely-connected strangers. Drawing on empirical research, we offer a 
more circumspect and nuanced understanding of the ± nonetheless vital ± role that parks can 
play in fostering civic norms that support the capacity for living with difference. $VµVSDFHV
DSDUW¶SDUNVKDYHGLVWLQFWLYHDWPRVSKeres that afford opportunities for convivial encounters 
LQZKLFKµLQGLIIHUHQFHWRGLIIHUHQFH¶XQGHUSLQVµRSHQQHVVWRRWKHUQHVV¶$VSODFHVLQZKLFK
difference is rendered routine and unremarkable, the potency of parks for social cohesion 
derives from fleeting and unanticipated interactions and the weak ties they promote, rather 
than strong bonds of community that tend to solidify lines of cultural differentiation. Both by 
designed and unintentionally, regulation and law can serve to foster or constrain the 
conditions that sustain conviviality. 
 
Keywords: 
Sociology of Law ± Urban Governance ± Public Parks ± Encounters with Difference ± 
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INTRODUCTION 
Some 25 years ago, Stuart Hall (1993: 349) DUJXHGWKDWKRZZHGHYHORSµWKHcapacity to live 
ZLWKGLIIHUHQFH¶LVWKHFHQWUDOTXHVWLRQRIRXUWLPH1 In light of fears over immigration, 
political extremism and violenceLQHTXDOLW\DQGµFORVHG¶IRUPVRIFRPPXQLW\today +DOO¶V
forebodings appear ever-more prescient. In the context of hyper-diversity (Tasan-Kok et al. 
2014) and where social and economic polarisation is overlain by insular cultural identities, 
mutual intergroup understanding is rendered increasingly vexed. Instead, dogmatism, 
intolerance and social division have become pervasive features of what Graham and Marvin 
(2001) have identified as µVSOLQWHULQJXUEDQLVP¶. Contrastingly, in recent years from within 
diverse disciplinary fields of political and constitutional legal theory, sociology and urban 
geography, public spaces ± urban parks in particular ± have been extolled as constituting 
crucial arenas in which to safeguard deliberative democracy, foster positive social relations 
and host encounters with difference that afford opportunities to construct social ties and civic 
norms that bind loosely connected strangers. This paper critically assesses these cross-
disciplinary propositions with a focus on urban parks drawing on findings from an 
historically-informed study exploring how people experience, use and interact within parks in 
Leeds. The project involved archival research, a citywide survey comprising 6,432 responses 
and 165 interviews with a range of stakeholders, including park-XVHUVµ)ULHQGV¶JURXSV2 
managers from Leeds City &RXQFLO¶V3DUNV	&RXQWU\VLGH6HUYLFHDQGUHSUHVHQWDWLYHVIURP
various city services. We argue that many commentators have set unrealistic expectations as 
to the role that urban parks as public spaces can perform in a city. By contrast, we offer a 
nuanced and more circumspect than hitherto understanding of the ± nonetheless vital and 
distinctive ± role that public parks can play in fostering civic norms that support the capacity 
for living with difference in otherwise segmenting cities.  
 
Since their creation in the nineteenth century, public parks have been designed, governed and 
regulated as GLVWLQFWµVSDFHVDSDUW¶ from the surrounding city for the purpose of facilitating 
co-mingling and co-presence among loosely connected strangers from diverse parts of society 
(Booth et al. 2019; Conway 1991). The Victorian ideal of the park was explicitly tied to its 
social role LQWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIDµFLYLOLVHG¶FRPPXQLW\LQWKHIDFHRIDVZHOOLQJDQG
                                                             
1
 In a series of lectures given at Harvard University in 1994, published posthumously, Hall (2017: 86) defined 
µthe problem of the twenty-ILUVWFHQWXU\«>DV@WKHSUREOHPRIOLYLQJZLWKGLIIHUHQFH¶HPSKDVLVLQRULJLQDO. 
2
  µ)ULHQGV¶JURXSVFRPSULVHRISHRSOHZKRYROXQWDULO\ZRUNWRPDLQWDLQLPSURYHDQGSURPRWHDSDUNRUJUHHQ
VSDFH$FFRUGLQJWRWKH1DWLRQDO)HGHUDWLRQRI3DUNVDQG*UHHQ6SDFHVWKHUHDUHRYHUµ)ULHQGV¶JURXSV
across the UK ± see: https://www.natfedparks.org.uk/ 
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increasingly heterogeneous urban population of the expanding industrial city, most evidently 
marked by social divisions of class through residential segregation (Churchill et al. 2018). On 
the acquisition of the first park in Leeds, Woodhouse Moor, in the 1850s the Leeds Times 
QHZVSDSHUUHSRUWHGµ%\WKLVLQWHUFRPPXQLRQDQGLQWHUPLQJOLQJRIFODVVHVPXFKPXWXDO
benefit and advantage to all parties will be attained; the rich and the very poor will begin to 
XQGHUVWDQGHDFKRWKHUDQGDJUHDWVWULGHLQWKHSROLWLFDOFLYLOLVDWLRQZLOOEHWKHUHVXOW¶3 
Through purposeful design and aesthetics, alongside copious byelaws, rules and codes of 
appropriate conduct and decorum, the Victorians sought to construct a distinctive and 
wholesome µatmosphere¶ wherein visitors from different classes of urban society were 
permitted to relax, play and mix together in edifying ways in the park. Loose face-to-face 
interactions in these normatively-ordered social environments, it was supposed, would serve 
the constitution of a civic public and remake µthe fractured social bonds of the city¶Booth, et 
al. 2019).  
 
Aspects of the Victorian ideal continue to shape how parks are conceived, administered, used 
and imagined today (Barker et al. 2019). The recent parliamentary inquiry into public parks 
underscored the importance of parks as places that are µRSHQDQGDYDLODEOHWRDOO« as a social 
space for peoplHRIGLIIHUHQWDJHVRUIURPGLIIHUHQWEDFNJURXQGVWRFRPHWRJHWKHU¶+RXVHRI
Commons 2017: para 17). Hence, there is an enduring expectation that public parks should be 
designed, regulated and managed as common places of social diversity in which difference is 
not essentialised but rendered a routine and unremarkable feature of everyday encounters. 
Influenced by their rich heritage and fashioned in and through everyday experiences over the 
past 150 years, we argue that parks ± purposefully designed, regulated and managed largely 
as inclusive spaces of recreation4 ± have distinctive atmospheres that afford opportunities for 
conviviality. 3DUNVDUHµDPELHQWSODFHV¶WKDWVDWLVI\DµFRPSXOVLRQRISUR[LPLW\¶%RGHQDQG
Molotch 1994) in the sense that parks facilitate a need felt by individuals to interact with 
others in face-to-face settings. Yet, they are distinctive places of co-mingling and co-presence 
that do not necessarily require people to engage in the same activities, directly interact or 
share a collective identity but afford opportunities for face-to-face observation of, and 
encounter with, difference. They are social and communal places, yet also places where 
people seek solitude and privacy; they combine co-presence and physical proximity with 
                                                             
3
 Leeds Times, 14 June 1856, p. 2. 
4
 We do not mean to suggest that parks are free from a socio-spatial politics of inclusion and exclusion that 
infuse all public spaces. 
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relative anonymity. Parks express their own rhythm and temporality that is distinct from the 
VRXQGLQJFLW\7KHORJLFRIµSHGHVWULDQLVP¶WKDWJRYHUQVWKHVWUHHWVRUFKHVWUDWLQJµRUGHUO\
PRYHPHQW¶FLUFXODWLRQDQGIORZ%ORPOH\3-4) contrasts with the atmosphere of parks 
as places for people to enjoy, relax and dwell. Hence, we contend that the potency of parks in 
which to forge conviviality derives from fleeting face-to-face encounters, loose and 
unanticipated interactions and the weak ties that they promote, rather than the strong affective 
bonds of community that bind groups together and tend to solidify lines of difference and 
cultural closure. We argue that these characteristics of parks simultaneously reveal limitations 
on their capacity to foster intercultural interactions and mutual understanding at a deeper 
level. Hence, our argument for the role of parks in fostering social ties and civic norms is 
more circumspect than prior historical and other contemporary propositions.   
 
Following Sloterdijk, we contend that DWPRVSKHUHVFDQIXQFWLRQDVµPRGHVRIFRQYLYLDOLW\¶
SURGXFLQJµDUHVRQDQFHEHWZHHQWKRVHZKROLYHWRJHWKHU¶FLWHGLQ%LOOHet al. 2015: 37, 34). 
Crucially, the affective atmosphere of a park can be fostered or undermined by forms of 
design, use, law, regulation and governance, whether intended or otherwise. Where 
conditions are conducive, the prevailing atmosphere plays a vital and distinctive role in 
constituting parks as safe, accessible and hospitable places for diverse users to co-mingle and 
interact in which µLQGLIIHUHQFHWRGLIIHUHQFH¶underpins an µRSHQQHVVWRRWKHUQHVV¶In this 
journal, Patrignani (2018: 374) has argued that the issue of µOLYLQJWRJHWKHU¶LQWHUULWRULDOO\
VLWXDWHGKXPDQLQWHUDFWLRQVDFFRPSDQLHGZLWKEDVLFVKDUHGYDOXHVLVERWKµDWLPHO\LVVXH¶DQG
RQHWKDWµFUHDWHVFKDOOHQJHVIRUODZ¶6KHDVVHUWV 
µ1RZDGD\VOLYLQJWRJHWKHUQHHGVWREHUHQHJRWLDWHGLQDVLWXDWLRQRISOXUDOLW\RI
cultural lifestyles. Taken-for-granted social norms, cultural forms of expression and of 
social conversance are confronted with alternatives whose alterity can fascinate, but 
DOVRSHUWXUE¶3DWULJQDQL 
Our discussions and empirical data seek to shed light on the nature of social relations, bonds 
and values fashioned in everyday encounters with difference in parks with which formal 
authorities and laws must engage and navigate among a plurality of semi-autonomous 
normative orderings (Moore 1973). Parks are places in which social relations and 
accompanying civic norms are produced, performed and reproduced; these unwritten and 
informal forms of µlaw¶ shape and redirect in different manners the behaviour of people, 
DORQJVLGHH[SOLFLWUXOHVDQGZULWWHQODZV,Q6LOEH\¶VWHUPVWKLVHQWDLOV
H[SORUDWLRQRIWKHUHSURGXFWLRQRIFLYLFQRUPVWKDWFRQVWLWXWHµWKHLFHEHUJRIOHJDOLW\
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[which] lies submerged within the taken-for-granted expectations of mundDQHOLIH¶ Parks, as 
distinct spaces in which human interactions are territorially situated, not only inform the 
prevailing social norms, experiences and expectations therein, but are simultaneously shaped 
by the wider regulatory norms in which they are situated; that both govern and infuse them. 
The prevalent atmosphere of a park is both constitutive of and constituted by civic norms. So 
too, it is legally determined, in that law allows certain FROOHFWLYHDIIHFWVDQGµsensory options 
to come forth while suppressing others¶ (Philippopoulos-Mihalopoulos 2013: 36). When the 
ODZµGLVVLPXODWHVLWVSUHVHQFH¶LQVSDFH3KLOLSSRSRXORV-Mihalopoulos argues, it becomes 
µDWPRVSKHUH¶)RUKLPµVSDFHFDQQRWEHXQGHUVWRRGZLWKRXWODZ¶; iQGHHGµODZDQG
space are folded into each other: they are co-emerging, co-constituting and co-HYROYLQJ¶ 
(Philippopoulos-Mihalopoulos 2018: 1, 11), a tautological relationship which he calls 
µODZVFDSH¶ (Philippopoulos-Mihalopoulos 2015). Building upon these insights, we deploy the 
notion of atmosphere to capture the distinctive normative and affective frames that parks ± as 
µVSDFHVDSDUW¶- afford encounters with difference.  
 
Our arguments are organised in four parts. The first considers contemporary propositions 
regarding the role of the public park within the city. Namely, we explore the aspirations for 
parks as public forums and sites of expressive activity that are strongly connected to 
deliberative democracy through their openness to all before critically reviewing the role of 
social encounters in public space in countering prejudice and forging a civic culture out of 
difference. In doing so, we outline and advance a notion of conviviality as an atmosphere and 
an affect through which to explore the capacity of urban encounters in parks to engender 
civic norms. The second part provides empirical insights from research in Leeds to illustrate 
and develop the arguments presented. The third part outlines the parameters, we suggest, 
parks can play in fostering convivial relations and the conditions and µDIIHFWLYHatmospheres¶
(Anderson 2009) that provide for meaningful encounters with others. We conclude by 
suggesting that both by designed and unintentionally, regulation and law can serve to foster 
or constrain the conditions that sustain conviviality. 
 
CELEBRATING SOCIAL ENCOUNTERS: CONTEMPORARY PROPOSITIONS ON 
THE ROLE OF THE PUBLIC PARK  
There is a long-standing and rich tradition from within diverse disciplinary fields celebrating 
the role played by social encounters in urban public spaces for forging sociality and a 
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deliberative democratic politics. In recent years, contemporary propositions provide a frame 
in which the constitutive role of the park within the city might be located.  
 
Public Parks as Bastions of Deliberative Democracy 
Recently, Sunstein (2017) has championed public spaces in cities ± parks in particular ± as 
YLWDOEDVWLRQVRIµdeliberaWLYHGHPRFUDF\¶LQthe face of forces that are undermining 
democracy and segmenting populations. The contemporary challenge, he argues, comes from 
the and social filtering that engenders self-UHIHUHQWLDOµHFKRFKDPEHUV¶DQGµLQIRUPDWLRQ
FRFRRQV¶. The internet and social media have enabled platforms that foster indirect 
impersonal transactions that lack co-presence (i.e. face-to-face interactions) and allow people 
to filter and control what they see, hear and experience, as well as who they interact with. 
Additionally, powerful communications providers filter and classify people based on mining 
information in the traces of our interactions with technologies. Ever-evolving algorithms 
constitute the channels that congeal social filtering. The result is growing political 
fragmentation, social and cultural polarisation and extremism.  
 
By contrast, Sunstein (2017) argues that streets and parks ± as NH\µpublic forXPV¶ where 
diverse people congregate ± encourage people to see and hear a wide range of topics, ideas 
and expressions of difference, all of which serve a well-functioning democracy. Crucially, 
they do so even if people would not have chosen to experience them in advance, if they had 
known. When you visit a park,   
µit is possible that you will have a range of unexpected encounters, however fleeting or 
seemingly inconsequential« you cannot easily wall yourself off from contentions or 
conditions that you would not have sought out in advance, or that you would have 
avoided if you could«WKHVHexposures help promote understanding and in that sense 
freedom.¶ (Sunstein 2017: 39-40) 
Sunstein (2017: 34) draws on the American constitutional doctrine of public forum as 
articulated by the Supreme Court in the late-1930s,5 which, he argues, reflects ± brings to life 
even ± µWKHPRVWJHQHUDOFRQVWLWXWLRQDOLGHDORIDOOGHOLEHUDWLYHGHPRFUDF\¶. Heterogeneous 
public forums ± where they work well ± improve the quality of deliberations and hence, the 
outcomes. In so doing, they mollify the effects of practices of self-insulation in which people 
cocoon themselves from the concerns and opinions of others; by providing speakers with free 
                                                             
5
 Hague v. Committee for Industrial Organisation, 307 U.S. 496 (1939). In England and Wales, Article 10 and 
Article 11 of the European Convention on Human Rights provide the corresponding legal context.  
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access to an audience and audiences with free access to differing opinions. Rather like the 
idealised Victorian vision, which was only ever partially realised in everyday practices 
(Churchill et al. 2018), the public forum - as an ameliorative space for safeguarding 
deliberative democracy - may provide an ideal around which to constitute a renewed raison 
G¶rWUH and rallying cry to secure parks of the future. 
 
Forging Hybrid Cultures through Contact  
In both historic and contemporary forms, much scholarship that celebrates the publics spaces 
of the city as key sites for forging sociality and new hybrid cultures draws ± implicitly or 
explicitly ± RQ$OOSRUW¶VµFRQWDFWK\SRWKHVLV¶ZKLFKSXUSRUWVWKDWFRQWDFWLVDQ
effective means of countering prejudice. Contact reduces uncertainty and feelings of 
anxiousness by producing a sense of knowledge, familiarity or trust between strangers. From 
this perspective, diversity reduces ethnocentric attitudes and fosters out-group trust and 
solidarity. Allport identified four special conditions which he believed facilitated favourable 
intergroup contact: equal status between the groups in the situation; common goals; 
intergroup cooperation; and the support of authorities, law or custom. Despite positive 
FRQFOXVLRQVWKDWFRQWDFWZRUNVDQGLWVHIIHFWVDUHµERRVWHG¶E\WKHVHFRQGLWLRQVPettigrew 
and Tropp 2006; Hewstone 2009), interventions directed at ethnic or racial prejudice generate 
weaker effects (Paluck et al. 2018).  
 
9DOHQWLQHULJKWO\ZDUQVRIWKHGDQJHUVRIµZRUU\LQJURPDQWLFLVDWLRQRIXUEDQ
HQFRXQWHU¶DQGWKHµQDwYHDVVXPSWLRQWKDWFRQWDFWZLWK³RWKHUV´QHFHVVDULO\WUDQVODWHVLQWR
respecWIRUGLIIHUHQFH¶She TXHVWLRQVZKDWNLQGVRIHQFRXQWHUPLJKWSURGXFHµPHDQLQJIXO
FRQWDFW¶%\WKLVVKHPHDQVµcontact that actually changes values and translates beyond the 
specifics of the individual moment into a more general positive respect for ± rather than 
merely tolerance of ± RWKHUV¶9DOHQWLQHValentine (2008: 332) concludes from 
KHUUHVHDUFKRQZKLWHSHRSOHZLWKLQJUDLQHGSUHMXGLFHVµ3RVLWLYHHQFRXQWHUVZLWKLQGLYLGXDOV
IURPPLQRULW\JURXSVGRQRWQHFHVVDULO\FKDQJHSHRSOH¶VRSLQLRQs about groups as a whole 
IRUWKHEHWWHUZLWKWKHVDPHVSHHGDQGSHUPDQHQFHDVQHJDWLYHHQFRXQWHUV¶7KLVVKHVXJJHVWV
that encounters GRQRWµGHVWDELOLVH¶GHHSO\URRWHGPDMRULW\SUHMXGLFHVµEDVHGRQQDUUDWLYHVRI
HFRQRPLFDQGRUFXOWXUDOYLFWLPKRRG¶<HW in expecting transformations in attitudes of 
respect, Valentine may be holding the bar too high as to what encounters in public spaces 
might contribute to a politics of connectivity.  
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CONVIVIALITY: ATMOSPHERE, AFFECT AND PUBLIC PARKS 
Sharing 9DOHQWLQH¶Vconcerns with identifying the nature of and the conditions for meaningful 
contact, we deploy conviviality as a lens to understand the role that encounters in public 
parks can play in fostering civic norms. The µFRQYLYLDOWXUQ¶1HDOet al. 2013; Wise and 
Noble 2016) captures a new orientation from which to analyse encounters with difference 
that IRFXVHVRQWKHµEHLQJWRJHWKHURIVWUDQJHUV¶<RXQJ. Etymologically, 
conviviality stems from the Latin term convivir PHDQLQJµWROLYHZLWK¶ but this means more 
than simply co-existing in a plural society. Gilroy (2004: xv) first characterised the 
solidarities born of habitual interaction in multicultural localities as µconviviality¶ To 
HOXFLGDWHIXUWKHUµFRQYLYLDOLW\¶*LOUR\(2006: 40) DUJXHVµLVDVRFLDOSDWWHUQLQZKLFK
different metropolitan groups dwell in close proximity but where their racial, linguistic and 
religious particularities do not ± as the logic of ethnic absolutism suggests they must ± add up 
to discontinuities of expeULHQFHRULQVXSHUDEOHSUREOHPVRIFRPPXQLFDWLRQ¶)RU*LOUR\, 
conviviality rejects integrationist assumptions of ethnic and cultural assimilation. Rather, 
convivial culture renders racial and ethnic differences unremarkable and ordinary: they 
become commonplace (2006: 39-40),QVWHDGSHRSOHµGLVFRYHUWKDWWKHWKLQJVZKLFKUHDOO\
divide them are much more profound: taste, lifestyles, leisure preferences.¶As such, 
conviviality serves as a deliberate GHSDUWXUHIURPWUDGLWLRQDOFRQFHSWVRIµFRPPXQLW\¶ZKLFK
depend on close bonds of identity. Following Young (1990: 239), the erotic attraction to the 
RWKHUWKHFLW\VSDFHVLQVWDQWLDWHµLVSUHFLVHO\WKHREYHUVHRIFRPPXQLW\¶Rather than ties of 
belonging, convivial relations are premised on unspectacular transgressions of existing, 
DVFULEHGUDFLDODQGHWKQLFLGHQWLWLHVWKDWHPHUJHIURPPXQGDQHURXWLQHSUDFWLFHVµKDELWV¶DQG
µKDELWXDWLRQV¶ (Noble 2013). There are close parallels with $PLQ¶V(2013: 3) civilities of 
µLQGLIIHUHQFHWRGLIIHUHQFH¶, :LVH¶V(2013: 40) poVWXUHRIµVLPSO\OHWWLQJEH¶ and much of the 
contemporary emphasis on a cosmopolitan ethic (Appiah 2006). What is alluded to here is the 
µVWUHQJWKRIZHDNWLHV¶*UDQRYHWWHU,QSDUN-life, our research suggests, identifications 
are more likely to be looser and rooted in shared practices and neighbourliness, rather than in 
bonds of homophily; more concerned with getting along (as social lubricant) than with 
togetherness DVVRFLDOJOXH,Q3XWQDP¶VWHUPVWKH\IRVWHUbridging rather than 
bonding social capital.  
 
&RQYLYLDOPXOWLFXOWXUHLVµDWPRVSKHULF¶%LVVHOOConviviality has atmospheric and 
affective qualities that go beyond simply the festivities, joviality and bonhomie associated 
with social gatherings and events. As Neal et al. (2013: 316 emphasis added) assert: 
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µFRQYLYLDOLW\LVPRUHRSHQOHVVGHPDQGLQJDQGGHIHQVLYHDQGPRUHWUDQVLHnt. It can be felt 
and experienced in the most momentary encounters as well as in more sustained social 
UHODWLRQV¶Following Wise and Velayutham, ZHGHSOR\FRQYLYLDOLW\DVµan atmosphere and an 
DIIHFW¶WKDWLVµLQWLPDWHO\UHODWHGWRDVHQVHRIEHFRPLQJ¶Atmospheres lie 
beyond the realm of individual experience and can exert a force on those surrounded by them. 
$WPRVSKHUHVFDSWXUHµFROOHFWLYHDIIHFWV¶$QGHUVRQ09), providing the shared ground 
FRQQHFWLQJSHRSOHWKHLUIHHOLQJVDQGHPRWLRQVDQGSODFHV7KH\FRQVWLWXWHµDIXQGDPHQWDO
DVSHFWRIWKHKXPDQH[SHULHQFHRIWKHZRUOG¶DQGIRUPµDQLPSRUWDQWSDUWRIWKHLGHQWLWLHVDQG
conceptualisations of landscapes, arcKLWHFWXUHDQGKRPHV¶%LOOHet al. 2015: 31). They are 
µORFDWHGLQ-EHWZHHQH[SHULHQFHDQGHQYLURQPHQWV¶DQGLQWHUVHFWWKHREMHFWLYHVXEMHFWLYHDQG
the material/immaterial (%&WKPH 1993). As Bille and colleagues (2015: 32) note, an 
DWPRVSKHUHLVµQRWVLPSO\Whe subjective feel of a room or a situation, nor is it an objectively 
REVHUYDEOHVWDWHRIWKHSK\VLFDOHQYLURQPHQW¶5DWKHUDWPRVSKHUHVDUHFRPPRQO\GHILQHGE\
WKHLUVHQVRU\DIIHFWLYHDQGHPRWLRQDOGLPHQVLRQVDVSURYLGLQJDµVHQVHRISODFH¶7KHLU
affective, material and temporal dimensions make them an anticipated or expected quality of 
a place and simultaneously shape collective experience. Atmospheres do not just happen 
VSRQWDQHRXVO\EXWQHHGWREHFRQVWUXFWHGDQGHQJHQGHUHGWKH\FDQEHµVWDJHG¶µHQKDQFHG¶
µWUDQVIRUPHG¶µLQWHQVLILHG¶µVKDSHG¶DQGRWKHUZLVHPDQLSXODWHG%&WKPH 2006).  
 
We now turn to provide empirical insights from research in Leeds to illustrate and develop 
the arguments presented. 
 
LEEDS PARKS: EMPIRICAL VIGNETTES  
Leeds is a post-industrial city in the north of England with a population of over 750,000. 
People from over 140 minority ethnic groups represent approximately 17 per cent of the 
population. Leeds City Council (2009: 2) manages 4,000 hectares of public green space, 
including 70 parks, and articulates an inclusive vision of parks as high-quality accessible 
VSDFHVµDWWKHKHDUWRIWKHFRPPXQLW\¶6 Our citywide UHVLGHQWV¶survey (Barker et al. 2018)7 
found that visiting parks is an integral part of everyday life for most people. Some 91 per cent 
had visited a park in the preceding year and, on average, people visited five parks per year 
                                                             
6
 $WWKHWLPHRIRXUILHOGZRUNLQWKHFLW\¶VVHYHQPDMRUSDUNVKHOGWhe Green Flag status, which is the 
benchmark standard for well managed recreational outdoor spaces across the UK and around the world 
(http://www.greenflagaward.org.uk). Some 41 of 63 community parks met an equivalent quality standard. 
7
 The survey was available online between June and November 2016 and sent to a random sample of 20,000 
households across the city, stratified in proportion to ward population and weighted according to the Index of 
Multiple Deprivation.  
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throughout the city. Half of park-users visited their main park at least once a week. Estimated 
adult visits to parks in Leeds in 2016 totalled nearly 45 million. Moreover, respondents 
mostly derived positive experiences from their last visit. Some 77 per cent of park visitors 
UHSRUWHGKDYLQJDµYHU\SOHDVDQW¶H[SHULHQFHRQDIRXU-point scale). Indeed, only 4 per cent 
LGHQWLILHGKDYLQJDµVRPHZKDW¶RUµYHU\¶XQSOHDVDQWH[SHULHQFH Our analysis revealed that 
parks that met quality standards were associated with significantly higher levels of 
satisfaction and use. This attests to the importance of public investment and proactive 
management by authorities, and by volunteers,8 in constituting the atmosphere of a public 
park so that it feels safe, accessible and welcoming for diverse users to co-mingle and 
interact.  
 
In addition to the survey, we interviewed visitors to three Victorian parks in Leeds, all of 
which met quality standards: Woodhouse Moor (WM), Cross Flatts Park (CFP) and 
Roundhay Park (RP). Woodhouse Moor is the closest large park to the city centre and the 
second most visited park, attracting nearly three million adult visits per year according to our 
survey. The surrounding area comprises varied socio-economic neighbourhoods with an 
eclectic mixture of housing, including back-to-back terraces without gardens. Situated near 
two universities and several colleges, the atmosphere of the park is strongly influenced by 
fluctuations across the student calendar. The volume of student use of the park has generated, 
among long-term residents, fears of dominance as well as debates about appropriate use, 
behaviour and conduct. It is regulated by a Public Space Protection Order, prohibiting the 
FRQVXPSWLRQRIDOFRKRO$µ8QLW\'D\¶ held on the Moor was established in the aftermath of 
disorder in the mid-1990s, as an annual event to bring together the diverse local communities 
in celebration.   
 
Cross Flatts Park is a community park in the South of the city. It services a predominantly 
working class, deprived and ethnically diverse locality which has struggled with intergroup 
tensions. The atmosphere of the SDUNKDVWUDQVIRUPHGRYHUUHFHQWGHFDGHVIURPDµQR-JR¶
area and physical divide between distinct communities to a thriving space with an active 
µ)ULHQGV¶JURXS,WZDVILUVWMXGJHGWRPHHWTXDOLW\VWDQGDUGVLQ+RZHYHUGUXJ-dealing 
and vandalism promote continued concerns about safety. Since the early 2000s, the park has 
                                                             
8
 In Leeds, time given by volunteers to the upkeep and maintenance of parks and green spaces is equivalent to 
109 full-time workers per year.  
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hosted a variety of events that intentionally seek to bring communities together, including the 
annual Beeston Festival and Sunday bands.  
 
Roundhay Park is one of the biggest city parks in Europe. It is, by far, the most visited park 
drawing tourists, people from the wider region and the local population of predominately 
middle-class residents of Roundhay. It is a classic civic park and traditionally a place of 
grand show and ceremony. It is home to a major visitor attraction known as Tropical World 
and hosts major events such as the Magic Lantern Festival and the World Triathlon.  
 
Collectively, they provide a range of canvasses with potentially different atmospheres across 
which to explore the possibilities and challenges for forging sociality through encounters with 
difference. Semi-structured interviews were held with 62 adults aged 18 years old to people 
within their nineties; a minimum of 20 interviews from each park. It also draws from ten 
focus groups with 73 young people; all were aged 15 to 19, except one was undertaken 
specifically with university students in their early twenties (as popular users of Woodhouse 
Moor). These were conducted between September 2016 and April 2017. In total, we spoke 
with an equal number of males and females. Some 91 interviewees self-identified as white 
British and 44 as black, Asian or other minority ethnic group.9  
 
In what follows, empirical insights from the project are deployed to illustrate and interrogate 
the wider conceptual arguments. We elucidate and explore experiences and views of 
encounters with difference that are perceived as fostering constructive or convivial outcomes. 
We do not deploy conviviality to suggest that encounters in parks are inevitably, always or 
even largely, convivial. Nor is it to suggest in any sense that the convivial outweighs the 
conflictual. Rather, in what follows we are interested in exploring the constitutive feature and 
character of convivial encounters and in beginning to interrogate the ways conviviality and 
conflict variably intertwine in everyday park-life. Inescapably, encounters with µRWKHUV¶FDQ
reinforce intergroup segmentation and cross-cultural antipathies. However, our research 
suggests that most people, most of the time, derive pleasant experiences from visiting their 
park and witnessing its diversity. After illustrating that parks are one example of 
commonplace diversity, we use one case study to illustrate how changes to the atmosphere of 
                                                             
9
 This significant over-representation is largely due to the disproportionate (as against the city population) 
number of minority ethnic young people in the focus groups. 
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a park engendered through reforms to the design, regulation and animation of the space can 
help promote intergroup recognition over time.  
  
Constructing an Atmosphere that is Open to All: Diversity, Co-presence and Variegation 
For some, parks are essential meeting places for social networks or necessary places in which 
to pursue personal routines, for others they are sites of enjoyment and uncertain pleasure and 
yet others they are merely conduits or short-cuts across which to traverse. According to our 
interviewees, the diversity of people who visit parks is seen as one of its key attractions ± 
µVHGXFWLRQV¶SDFH<RXQJ± and a distinctive atmospheric quality. Hence, parks can represent 
one example of µFRPPRQSODFHGLYHUVLW\¶ where there LVDQµHWKRVRIPL[LQJ¶DOEHLWRQHWKDW
LVµSDUDOOHOHGE\WKHDFFHSWDQFHRIPRUHVHSDUDWHOLYHVUHJDUGLQJSULYDWHUHODWLRQV¶ 
(Wessendorf 2013: 408). Key to this is that most local authority parks are public spaces that 
are free to enter and openly available to all.10  A hallmark across time has been the 
presumption of free public access; recognised in s.10 of the Open Spaces Act 1906, which 
asserted that parks are WREHKHOGDQGDGPLQLVWHUHGµLQWUXVWWRDOORZ« the enjoyment thereof 
E\WKHSXEOLF¶ As the following reflections illustrate, public parks are valued precisely 
because they promote an affective atmosphere that is defined by its openness to all: 
µ,¶PDOZD\VUHDOO\UHDOO\SOHDVHGWKDWDYHU\ZLGHFURVV-section of the population 
chooses to come here and choose to make it their park.¶ (16RP) 
 
µ:KHQHYHUZH¶UHWKHUH\RXGRVHHDZLGHUDQJHRISHRSOHIURPDOOGLIIHUHQt 
backgrounds; whether it be Southeast Asian, or the Indian subcontinent, or you get 
Eastern Europeans use it to hang around and loiter in« everyone seems to be there.¶ 
(37CFP) 
 
The visible, and specifically multicultural, diversity that is evident in such spaces creates a 
feeling that difference can be accepted as normal and celebrated SDUWRIDSDUNV¶DWPRVSKHUH. 
Hence, the lens of conviviality takes us beyond a µpolitics of recognition¶ ± which is always 
in danger of essentialising difference ± towards a normalisation of difference and a quest for 
alternative (non-essential) points of social connectivity, including an insistence on the 
universal worth of each person based on shared humanity.  
 
                                                             
10
 Nonetheless, access can be withdrawn by local authority landowners. 
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Even where diversity comes with costs to the atmosphere of a park ± noise or congestion ± it 
is, nonetheless, generally celebrated:  
µ,W¶VDFRPPRQ- ULFKSRRUHYHU\RQHJRHVWKHUHVRZH¶YHJRWWKHZKROHRIVRFLHW\,¶P
troubled by loud people occDVLRQDOO\EXWLW¶VQRWDUHDOSUREOHP,WKLQNLW¶VJRRGWKDWLW
is used by a lot of people.¶ (18RP) 
 
AccordinglySDUNVDUHXVHGE\PDQ\GLIIHUHQWµSXEOLFV¶HDFKZLWKGLVWLQFWLQWHUHVWVDQG
(often deeply held) views about appropriate conduct. Hence, they afford considerable 
opportunities for competition and conflict. Planned variegation by local authorities - akin to 
forms of use-based zoning - offers possibilities for constructing an atmosphere of a park as 
open to all by hosting and welcoming difference though diverse uses structured spatially and 
temporally (Barker et al. 2019). Forms of design and used-based regulation built into the 
materiality of the space of the park and its byelaws,11 can constitute a way of maximising 
cultural and lifestyle preferences in park use while minimising possible conflict. As Low and 
colleagues (2005: 198) argueµ7KHVRFLDOLQWHUDFWLRQRIGLYHUVHJURXSVFDQEHPDLQWDLQHGDQG
enhanced by providing safe, spatially adequate territories for everyone within the larger space 
RIWKHRYHUDOOVLWH¶Interviewees clearly felt that forms of planned variegation, as well as 
tendencies towards self-segregation, can provide a means of accommodating different needs 
and demands within the park: 
µWell, it all sounds so stereotypical but all the older people are in the allotment area and 
the bowls court, all the dog walkers are on the paths, all the little kids are at the play 
area; it tends to be the school kids who are on the basketball courts and then the older 
lads are on the skate parks, and then the students are just sat on the field drinking. So 
yeah, I do think the presence of the different facilities works in its favour because 
HYHU\RQHKDVWKHLURZQDUHD:KHWKHUDQ\RQHLVIUXVWUDWHGWKDWWKH\FDQ¶WJHWWRWKH
skate park, EXWWKH\GRQ¶WILWLQWKHGHPRJUDSKLF,GRQ
WNQRZEXW,¶YHQHYHUVHHQLWWR
be an issue...¶:0 
 
Through the park atmosphere, direct contact is not always a necessary condition for feeling 
FRQQHFWHGWRRWKHUXVHUVRISDUNVµ7KHDFWRIVKDULQJDSXEOLFVSDFHVXFKDVDSDUNRUSOD]D
ZKHUHSHRSOHFRPHWRJHWKHULQWKHLUPXWXDODIILQLW\IRUWKHSODFHLWVHOIFDQDOVRFUHDWH³D
                                                             
11
 For instance, µPRGHOE\HODZV¶IRUORFDODXWKRULWLHVLQ(QJODQGDQG:DOHVLQFOXGHµGHVLJQDWHGDUHDV¶IURP
which certain groups or uses are excluded. See: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/pleasure-grounds-
public-walks-and-open-spaces-model-byelaw-2 [accessed 20 August 2019]. 
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conneFWLRQWRRWKHUVZLWKRXWLQWHUDFWLRQ´¶Neal et al. 2015: 473). /LNH6LPPHO¶V(1971) 
DFFRXQWRIWKHµVWUDQJHU¶SDUNVIRVWHUDUHODWLRQVKLSLQZKLFKSHRSOHEHFRPHPHPEHUVRID
spatial or use-related practice PRUHVRWKDQDVRFLDOJURXS-XVWDV6LPPHO¶VVWUanger does not 
want to be assimilated, park-YLVLWRUVHQMR\WKHVWDWHRIEHLQJµLQEHWZHHQ¶RIUHPRWHQHVVDQG
proximity, closeness and distance, in defined spaces where social worlds meet.  
 
It was felt that forms of variegation support the shared use of space by those with competing 
interests while also permitting a wide range of park-users (including those engaging in 
deviant behaviours) to be co-present:  
µThat group of lads [drug dealing] stay in an area. It's quite a segregated park, so you 
get one area that certain people go in. Therefore, most people bringing their children in 
to use the toddlers' playground would never, ever venture down to that area of the park. 
It's funny how in a park that's not that large, you might never cross paths with an 
element that you would feel intimidated by.¶&)3 
 
This interviewee points to how unwritten norms of interaction, tendencies towards self-
segregation and forms of planned variegation combine to shape and direct relationships and 
associations among those who inhabit the park. It illustrates potentially distinctive 
atmospheres of parks in being able to facilitate encounters between diverse users where 
exclusion is not (always) inevitable (Young 1990). Here, the focus is less on the value of 
inter-JURXSµFRQWDFW¶per se DQGPRUHRQWKHFRQGLWLRQVXQGHUZKLFKµLQGLIIHUHQFHWR
GLIIHUHQFH¶EHFRPHVWKHSUHPLVHIRUDQGSUHOXGHWRHQFRXQWHUVWKDWIRVWHUDQµRSHQQHVVWR
RWKHUQHVV¶ 
 
Whilst variegation may be seen as a form of social µfiltering¶ LQ6XQVWHLQ¶VWHUPVLWFDQ
nonetheless provide an important means of co-existence and conflict management that 
FRQWULEXWHVWRWKHµVWDJLQJ¶(%&WKPH 2006) of a particular atmosphere defined by its openness 
to all: 
µ,WPLQLPLVHVLW>SRVVLEOHFRQIOLFW@EHFDXVHRIWKHTXDGUDQWVSHRSOHFDQILQGWKHLURZQ
space in there [the park]. You can have a Muslim family sat in their own little piece and 
QH[WGRRURYHUWKHSDUNWKHUH¶VVRPHWKLQJHOVHJRLQJRQEXWWKH\GRQ¶WQHHGWRLQWHUDFW
with each other with regards their own space..,W¶VRSHQIRUHYHU\RQH¶ (27WM) 
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As these examples testify, diverse users willingly expose themselves to and embrace subtle 
forms of face-to-face encounters with others and value free expression while avoiding direct 
forms of verbal exchange and interactions. Some explicitly opposed 6XQVWHLQ¶VLPDJHRIWKH
park as deliberative forum for ideas and opinions given its implications for unsettlingly the 
atmosphere of a park: 
µ,
PJODGWKDWWKHUHLVQ¶WVRPHZKHUHWKDWSHRSOHFDQJRDQGVWDQGDQGJLYHWKHLU
SROLWLFDOYLHZV6RLW¶VQRWOLNH+\GH3DUN>Speakers¶ Corner in London]. I think that 
should be excluded from the park... So it should be a politically neutral area and a safe 
SODFHWREH¶53 
 
2YHUWIRUPVRIµIUHHH[SUHVVLRQ¶WKDWLQWUXGHXSRQRWKHU¶VHQMR\PHQWand some behaviours 
perceived to be anti-social were felt to jar with the circulating park norms of live-and-let-live 
and do-as-you-would-be-done-by. Furthermore, where variegation works well it fosters a 
well-XVHGVSDFHWKDWSURYLGHVIRUIRUPVRIJURXSµFLYLOLQDWWHQWLRQ¶ (Goffman 1972) that co-
create safety through numbers: 
µI think the fact that places are used by a lot of different people for a lot of different 
SXUSRVHVPDNHLWDVDIHUSODFH«WKHPRUHXVHrVWKHUHDUHWKHPRUHLW¶VFDUHGIRUDQG
the safer it is.¶:0 
 
Variegated parks may foster connections between diverse communities, but only to a limited 
degree given its segmented form. By hosting a variety of uses and users ± who can see and be 
seen by others ± parks reflect and embed difference and diversity rather than a shared 
common experience. People may co-mingle and µrub along¶ (Watson 2009), as they engage 
in their separate uses, but social interactions are likely to be limited to observation of others 
with few opportunities for routinely negotiating difference through direct verbal contact. 
Hence, we argue that the variegated design of many parks and the tendency for self-
segmentation, on the one hand, may limit the capacity of these spaces to provide 
opportunities for thick forms of engagement and encounter but, on the other hand, are 
valuable precisely because of this, in that they enable different groups to share space, see 
each other and form an indifference to difference. 
 
Nevertheless, parks also present opportunities not just to see and be seen by others but also 
may foster spontaneous, unanticipated verbal social encounters: 
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µ<RXPHHWORWVRIGLIIHUHQWSHRSOH«\RX¶UHVDWGRZQLQWKHSDUN\RXGRQ¶WNQRZZKR
\RX¶UHJRLQJWRVSHDNWRDQGWKDW¶VZK\SDUNVDUHVRLPSRUWDQW¶:0 
 
The same person went on to illustrate this spontaneous capacity to connect erstwhile 
strangers through informal and loosely organised mutual interests and practices in the park:  
µWe used to walk up to the park and not even know the teams at the park and say: ³&DQ
ZHMRLQLQ"´« EHIRUH\RXUHDOLVH\RX¶YHJRWDVLGH7KDW¶VZKDWWKHSDUNGRHVLW
draws people in to actually enjoy.¶:0 
 
As the above testifies, convivial atmospheres may be built upon connective experiences of, 
and encounters within, a shared physical space ± namely the park ± ZKHUHE\µWKHVWUDQJHQHVV
of strangers goes out of focus and other dimensions of a basic sameness can be acknowledged 
DQGPDGHVLJQLILFDQW¶ (Gilroy 2004: 3).  
 
Furthermore, our interviewees provided diverse examples of everyday acts of politeness, 
civility and kindness between strangers in parks; moments that Thrift (2005: 147) describes 
DVSURYLGLQJµUHVHUYRLUVRIKRSH¶ WKDWPLJKWµOHDNRXWLQWRWKHZLGHUZRUOG¶ 
µ, ORYH WKH IDFW WKDW LW¶V DSXEOLF VSDFH ,GRQ¶WZDQW LW WRP\VHOI , ORYH WKH IDFW WKDW
SHRSOHXVHLWDQGWKDW«\RXFDQJRWKHUHDQGPHHWSHRSOHDQGWDONWRSHRSOHDQGKDYH
that social contact with people without having to formally meet up with anyone.¶53  
 
Thicker forms of engagement ± such as conversations with others ± may be more likely 
between those who share practices or activities. Runners participating in the weekly parkrun 
engaged in mutual congratulations and conversation after the event. Such reciprocal affective 
support and social aspects of parkrun have been found to H[WHQGSHRSOH¶VVRFLDOQHWZRUNV 
(Wiltshire and Stevinson 2018):  
µI think it [the park] does have a massive role in the community perhaps without people 
UHDOLVLQJEHFDXVH,VSHDNWRSHRSOHWKDW,ZRXOGQ¶WVSHDNWRRQDGD\-to-day basis. If I 
GLGQ¶WJR[to parkrun] ,ZRXOGQ¶WEHVSHDNLQJWRPXFKROGHUPHQDQGZRPHQRIDOO
different backgrounds DQGOLWWOHNLGV,I,GLGQ¶WJRWKHUH«,¶Gjust be in the university 
bubble.¶:0 
 
Similar sentiments were expressed by dog walkers and by parents with children in relation to 
interactions in playgrounds.  
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Bridging Communities  
Whilst many respondents VDLGWKDWSDUNVKHOSWRIRVWHUDµVHQVHRIFRPPXQLW\¶, this was often 
interpreted either as collective practice (as above) or as a pride in locality rather than shared 
values:  
µ,W¶V OLNHDSODFHZKHUHSHRSOHFDQcongregate, and you see the life in the community, 
DQGLWPDNHVPHIHHOOLNH,¶PSDUWRIDFRPPXQLW\¶&)3 
  
The atmosphere of a park facilitates µgetting along¶ in the context of difference rather than 
forging a shared community of µtogetherness¶: 
µ,GRQ¶WQHFHVVDULO\WKLQNLWIRVWHUHGRQHkind of all-connected community, not that 
many really have, it was a home for lots of micro-FRPPXQLWLHV« LIWKDWSDUNZDVQ¶W
WKHUH\RXZRXOGQ¶WKDYHWKDWWKLQJGUDZLQJWKRVHFRPPXQLWLHVWRJHWKHU« You would 
lose the centre of it that connects the various communities at Hyde Park.¶ (25WM) 
 
Another resident highlighted the  park as a neutral community space in which difference is 
both accommodated and rendered normal, in a context of light engagement and co-presence:  
µ%HHVWRQLQVRPHUHVSHFWVWKHUH¶VORWVRIFKDOOHQJHVEXWWKHUH¶VORWVRIFROODERUDWLRQ
lots of interdependence. And I think parks and green spaces are part of that as creating 
those spaces where people can come out from behind their fences and behind their front 
doors and see one another, and be ZLWKRQHDQRWKHUHYHQLIWKH\¶UHQRWLQWHUDFWLQJZLWK
WKHP¶&)3 
 
According to some, co-existence and co-presence can foster mutual recognition with a 
normative quality that makes intercultural tolerance and appreciation a loose form of 
obligation: 
µ<ou have a true mix of all the people who live in the area, using the park together and 
UHODWLQJWRHDFKRWKHULQWKDWWKH\MXVWDFFHSWHDFKRWKHU¶VSUHVHQFH¶:0 
 
Atmospheres can define moments for individuals (Bille et al. 2015). &HUWDLQµPRPHQWVRI
UHFRJQLWLRQ¶VWDQGRXWDVespecially memorable or as having greater transformative 
implications. For some, the park atmosphere constitutes a dramatic representation of 
difference and depiction of harmonious diversity: 
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µ,UHPHPEHUSUREDbly about 30 years ago, there was one sunny afternoon in summer 
and there were students there, but there were a group of Irish guys playing hurling and a 
group of Muslim women sitting in a group talking, an assortment of local people and 
university people RQWKHSOD\JURXQGDQG,MXVWUHPHPEHUWKLQNLQJ³7KLVLVMXVWVXFKD
ORYHO\PHHWLQJSODFHIRUWKHDUHD´¶ (24WM) 
 
Such moments and the encounters they afford RIIHUWKHSRWHQWLDOWRµGLVUXSWHDV\ODEHOOLQJRI
the stranger as enemy and invites new attachmenWV¶$PLQ Furthermore, 
observing may itself have beneficial implications: 
µyou can see other people using the park, like I can see the kids using the play area, I 
can see all the skaters using the skate-SDUNDQGHYHQLI,¶PQRWLQWHUDFWLQJwith them 
just that visibility is quite important.¶:0 
 
7KHµWKURZQWRJHWKHUQHVV¶WKDWSXEOLFVSDFHVDIIRUGSHRSOHLQWKHFLW\, to which Massey 
(2005: 181) has drawn attention, should not be confused with the more stifling forms of 
µWRJHWKHrQHVV¶WKDW-acobs (1961: 62) lambastsµ7KLVLGHDOLVWKDWLIDQ\WKLQJLVVKDUHGDPRQJ
SHRSOHPXFKVKRXOGEHVKDUHG¶.12 7KHµWKURZQWRJHWKHUQHVV¶WKDWSDUNVLQGXFHis not social 
capital as glue that expresses itself in a shared sense of belonging and identity within 
communities, but rather constitutes looser social capital as lubricant facilitating relations 
between people of different social groups (Putnam 2000). It DOORZVSHRSOHWRµJHWDORQJ¶RU
sometimes ± where difference becomes or equates with difficulty - WRµUXEDORQJ¶ As 
Cotterrell (2017: S35) QRWHVµemotional ties FDQEHVWURQJEXWYRODWLOH¶, whereas weaker, 
µinstrumental ties of common interest FDQEHWUDQVLHQWHSKHPHUDODQGFKDQJHDEOH¶ (emphasis 
in original), they may lack sustainability that endures across time and in the face of powerful 
countervailing forces.  
 
Transforming the Atmosphere of a Park: Fostering Intergroup Recognition Over Time  
Parks can feel like desolate, fearful places. Conversely parks can exhibit virtuous circles 
whereby increased levels of use foster perceptions of safety. Cross Flatts Park provides a 
useful case study of how a park atmosphere can be transformed to help foster intergroup 
recognition over time aided by processes of formal and informal social regulation. It was 
widely held by park managers and users alike that the park has transformed over recent 
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 -DFREVJRHVRQWRDVVHUWµ³7RJHWKHUQHVV´DSSDUHQWO\DVSLULWXDOUHVRXUFHRIWKHQHZVXEXUEV
works destructLYHO\LQFLWLHV7KHUHTXLUHPHQWWKDWPXFKVKDOOEHVKDUHGGULYHVFLW\SHRSOHDSDUW¶ 
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GHFDGHVIURPDµQR-JR¶DUHD that constituted a physical and symbolic boundary between 
distinct communities living either side of the park, to a thriving communal space where 
diverse users congregate and co-mingle in (mostly) convivial ways. The following 
interviewees reflected this consensus: 
µIQ¶«SHRSOHZRXOGWalk about the park as kind of Gaza strip and a no-go zone...  the 
park was very much a dividing line across the communities. %XW,WKLQNWKDW¶VQRORQJHU
the case.¶&)3 
 
µIt was known as the number one« most dangerous park in Leeds... the unsociability 
problems were out of control« LWZDVDSDUNWKDWORFDOUHVLGHQWVZRXOGQ¶WJRLQWR«LW
LVTXLWHDVXFFHVVVWRU\FRPSDUHGWRRWKHUSDUWVRI/HHGVDQGRWKHUFLWLHV«[now] there 
is harmony there.¶ (Community safety officer) 
 
Looking back to the 1980s and 1990s, interviewees recalled significant issues around 
vandalism, crime and anti-social behaviour in which informal social controls and formal 
management had broken down: 
µThere was no fence around the park« which made it a very dangerous place and it 
was just horrible. The community had turned its back on it but so had the Parks 
Department.¶ (Local councillor)  
 
Improvements to the design and condition of the park (and surrounding area) in the late 
1990s and 2000s and changing perceptions of safety were vital in this turn-around, giving 
visitors a confidence to use the park, rather than avoid it as a fearful and unsafe place. This 
transformation was achieved with and through the communities, notably via the active role of 
the µFriends¶ group, supported by the park managers and municipal services. Wider changes 
to the visible policing of public spaces and new legal measures to tackle anti-social behaviour 
introduced by the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 were also thought to have played a role in 
making the park a safer space for people to use and enjoy. Of these, controversially perhaps 
in that it introduced dynamics of exclusion, the erection of boundary fencing at the turn of the 
millennium was credited as a defining moment in enabling the communities to reclaim the 
park, preventing its use for non-human traffic, joy-riding and abandoned motor vehicles:  
µ7KHSXWWLQJXSRIWKHIHQFLQJDURXQGWKHSDUNZDVTXLWHDELJLVVXH«LWZDVWRWDOO\
unfenced at that time, so we got burnt out cars, cars being driven in, motorbikes 
having a free run of the park. So, LWZDVQ¶WYHU\safe, DQGLWZDVXQSOHDVDQW¶&)3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Nonetheless, it took active local engagement before social perceptions of the ingrained 
reputation began to change. The µFriends¶ work in establishing events and activities in the 
park that bring diverse communities together and encourage use helped to change 
perceptions:  
µTKHPDLQUHDVRQZHVWDUWHGGRLQJ%DQGVLQWKH3DUN«ZDVEHFDXVHRIWKHSHUFHSWLRQ
of the park, even though it had moved on [in terms of condition] the perception was it 
was still a horrible park, and it takes years to get the perception changed...6RWKDW¶s 
why we started doing brass bands in the park, so we were getting the oldest community 
to come in and to go: ³2KWKLVLVTXLWHQLFHKHUH´. AQGWKHQWKH\¶GJRRXWDQGWHOO
everybody else.¶ (Local councillor) 
 
The planning of the Sunday summer bands by the µFriends¶ was deliberately outward-looking 
in that they sought to offer music that appealed to diverse local audiences. The atmosphere 
created by such events have been acknowledged as bringing together people who might 
otherwise not mix, thus creating a host of unanticipated convivial encounters that were 
recalled and remembered with striking affection for the social mixing that happened: 
µWe've had so many funny afternoons in the sun where you've got children and loads 
and loads of old people in the community come out and sit on the chairs« Obviously 
some of the alcoholics in the area come out as well. Quite often when you've got quite 
country, folky bands, they'll get up and dance, and the children like to get up and dance. 
Some afternoons stick in my memory where you'll get the boozy people with their cans 
of super-strength dancing with the local kids. It's a really lovely atmosphere, but it 
brings parts of the community [together] who probably avoid each other normally.¶
(39CFP)  
 
Annual multicultural events like Beeston Festival have also successfully promoted positive 
social interactions between communities. The fact that people began to use the park more 
regularly has made it a safer place, both objectively and subjectively. However, this has been 
a hard fought and long-term process of building intergroup trust and mutual recognition:  
µ&URVV)ODWWVKDVJRWDUHDOJUHDWFRPPXQLW\VSLULWWRLWQRZ«<HDKDQGWKH
playgrounds now are used as opposed to just abused; the tennis courts and the 
EDVNHWEDOOFRXUWVDUHJHWWLQJXVHGE\ORFDOV«LWLVUHDOO\TXLWHDQLFHDUHDWREHLQ,W¶V
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DQDUHDZKHUHLWZHOFRPHVGLYHUVLW\LWZHOFRPHVRWKHUFRPPXQLWLHV¶&RPPXQLW\
safety officer) 
 
Although the park faces continuing challenges, it is now heralded by many park managers 
and residents as a revitalised space that plays a significant role in fostering social relations in 
the locality. As one resident underscored:   
µIt's only because of the park that the community has got so good. I don't think it would 
be otherwise.¶ (49CFP)  
 
Nonetheless, it is recognised that the kinds of µFROOHFWLYHDffects¶$QGHUVRQ that the 
park has promoted fall far short of the strong bonds of solidarity that some might wish for: 
µTypically people come to Beeston Festival with people they know, they have a nice 
time, they maybe have a few new interactions with people on stalls or whatever« but 
LW¶VLQWHUHVWLQJWRWKLQNKHUHDERXWKRZ\RXFDQWDNHWKRVHHYHQWVWRWKHQH[WVWDJHDQG
start to really create not just a sense of community but actually genuinely community 
interaction and interdependence and solidarity.¶&)3 
 
While there is evidence that communities that may otherwise live µparallel lives¶ (Cantle 
2001) now coexist in the park, this shift is not one of cultural transformation, but of mutual 
coexistence in which self-segregation still plays a role in normative ordering:  
µSo, you have predominantly white British using the more formal rose garden and play 
area, Eastern Europeans and Asians using the sports courts, and then at the bottom are 
your Afro-&DULEEHDQZLWKWKHFULFNHW$QGZH¶YHWULHGWRJOXHWKRVHFRPPXQLWLHV
WRJHWKHU7KH\GRQ¶W,QWKHSDUN,WKLQNLW¶s working okay.¶3DUNPDQDJHU 
 
Some interviewees felWWKDWWKHSDUN¶V atmosphere and potential as a site of social mixing 
remains precarious. There are fears that a decline in condition or increase in crime might 
undermine its recent revival. It is widely appreciated that continued involvement by 
communities and authorities will be needed to sustain the atmosphere of the park as a 
convivial place of co-mingling: 
µ,W¶VYHU\YHU\LQWHQVLYHO\XVHGDQGWKDWLVJRLQJWRQHHGVRPHFDUHIXOPDQDJHPHQW
DQGLQYHVWPHQWWRNHHSWKDWZRUNLQJ¶ (Park manager)  
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It was acknowledged that if the park were to return to its prior unloved and unsafe state or 
somehow no longer be openly accessible, this would undoubtedly impact adversely on 
LQWHUFXOWXUDOµPL[LQJ¶ZKLFK, as one interviewee noted; µmight increase any tensions between 
WKHWZRFRPPXQLWLHV¶ (50CFP).  
 
In this context, the park has played a role in fostering mutual recognition as an ethic with 
greater transformative implications: 
µ,W¶VSUREDEO\PDGHWKHFRPPXQLW\PRUHDZDUHRIHDFKRWKHUDQGPDGHWKHPWKLQNand 
look at each other and come together as a community«I think it really has helped.¶ 
(Community safety officer) 
 
CONDITIONS FOR CONVIVIALITY 
,QLQFUHDVLQJO\VHJPHQWLQJFLWLHVWKHµFRRUGLQDWLRQDQGVWDEOHLQWHJUDWLRQRIVRFLDOOLIHVHHPV
not only more HOXVLYHFRQWLQJHQWDQGIUDJLOHEXWDOVRPRUHHVVHQWLDO¶ (Cotterrell 2017: S36).
,QFRQWUDVWWR6XQVWHLQ¶VFRQWHQWLRQWKDWSDUNVSHUIRUPDGHOLEHUDWLYHGHPRFUDWLFUROH as 
places of free expression, we argue that parks are places in which people are open to 
encounter difference but are largely semi-liminal places of escape and recreation, not 
necessarily places to expect the discussion or airing of differing opinions.Following 
Sunstein, our findings support the idea that the atmosphere of parks provide a distinctive 
counterpoint to compartmentalised and self-referential social environments. They open a 
gateway into a liminal space of ambiguity and disorientation in which conventional ordering 
and social sifting is suspended or, at least, loosened. ,QGHHGSDUNVDUHµPHVV\¶SODFHVLQWKH
sense that Nowotny (2017: 12-XVHVWKHWHUPLQZKLFKµXQSUHGLFWDELOLW\LVWKHQDPHRIWKH
JDPH¶Combining the spatial, aesthetic and affective dimensions of co-presence, the 
atmosphere of a park affords the possibility to connect people to objects, nature or persons in 
ways that may seem incompatible or unanticipated. Moreover, they are valued by many 
precisely because they enable these different possibilities.  
 
Yet, to tie parks too closely to achieving such deliberative outcomes, even if only as ideals, 
risks over-extending their actual social value and masking their potential role in fostering 
sociality in less instrumental ways. The idea of public parks as places of deliberative debate 
rather selecWLYHO\DSSURSULDWHVWKHLPDJHRI+\GH3DUN¶VVSHDNHUV¶FRUQHULQ/RQGRQZKLFK
VHUYHVDVµWKHPRWKHUV\PERORIWKHPRGHUQOLEHUDOSROLW\¶VRVWHQVLEOHFRPPLWPHQWWRIUHH
VSHHFKDQGDVVHPEO\¶&RRSHU%\FRQWUDVW&RRSHUDUJXHVWKat 
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HYHQWKLVLFRQRIGHOLEHUDWLYHGHPRFUDF\LVQRWµDUDGLFDOFXOWXUDOVSDFH¶RILQFOXVLYLW\DQG
HTXDOLW\EXWPLJKWUDWKHUEHXQGHUVWRRGDVWKHLQWHUVHFWLRQEHWZHHQGHEDWHDQGµIRROHU\
EDZGLQHVVDQGWKHWUDQVJUHVVLRQRIVRFLDOKLHUDUFK\¶LQZKLFKVWrangers and regulars interact. 
Additionally, our findings suggest that this image of the park as deliberative forum is one that 
park-visitors generally eschew, while willingly exposing themselves to more subtle forms of 
encounters with others through recreational and leisure practices, public events and festivals 
in parks that foster a shared affinity with place (Neal et al. 2015). 
 
Across all our parks, the ideal of a welcoming and peaceful public park often belies the 
reality of competing claims to space that frequently inform territorial and cultural conflicts. 
Power struggles and conflicts over the control and possession of public spaces within parks 
were not only evident between people and groups of differing cultures and ethnicity but also 
between different age groups and interest associations. Contact can breed resentment, 
frustrations and simmering friction. Valentine (2008: 323) is undoubtedly correct to highlight 
WKHQHHGµWRSD\PRUHDWWHQWLRQWRVRFLRVSDWLDOLQHTXDOLWLHVand the insecurities they breed, 
DQGWRXQSDFNLQJWKHFRPSOH[DQGLQWHUVHFWLQJZD\VLQZKLFKSRZHURSHUDWHV¶LQSXEOLF
spaces. Hence, management strategies that provide a level of quotidian security constitutes a 
(pre)condition of well-managed public spaces that afford ways of living together with cultural 
diversity in the contemporary city. As we have seen, well-used parks convey a liberal 
invitation of welcome and foster a sense of security ± through safety in numbers ± even 
where this natural surveillance and capable guardianship is provided by strangers. Indeed, 
urban parks ± like other large urban spaces where different people come together, provide 
RSSRUWXQLWLHVQRWRQO\IRUUHOD[LQJOHDUQLQJDQGUHFUHDWLRQEXWDOVRµSODFHVZKHUH
interpersonal and intergroup cooperation and conflict can be worked out in a safe and public 
IRUXP¶/RZet al. 2005: 3). As one interviewee noted of low-OHYHOGLVDJUHHPHQWVµWKDW¶VQRW
UHDOO\FRQIOLFWWKDW¶VMXVWSHRSOHUXEELQJDORQJWRJHWKHULVQ¶WLWDQGDFFHSWLQJ>GLIIHUHQFHV@"¶
(8RP) 
 
8QOLNH6XQVWHLQ¶VIRFXVRQVSHHFKZHVKDUHZLWK:DWVRQ(2009: 1581) the view in relation to 
markets WKDWµOLPLWHGHQFRXQWHUEHWZHHQVRFLDOVXEMHFWVZKHUHUHFRJQLWLRQRIGLIIHUHQWRWKHUV
through a glance or gaze, seeing and being seen, sharing embodied spaces in talk or silence, 
KDVWKHSRWHQWLDOWRPLOLWDWHDJDLQVWWKHZLWKGUDZDOLQWRWKHSULYDWHVHOIRUSULYDWHUHDOP¶7KLV
parallels Goffman¶V (1972) characterization of µFLYLOLQDWWHQWLRQ¶ as a tacit principle 
governing social relations in public; where one person recognizes anRWKHUSHUVRQ¶VSUHVHQFH
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and their claims to a public space through glances or brief eye contact but does not seek a 
sustained interaction6XFKIOHHWLQJDQGERXQGHGLQWHUDFWLRQULWXDOVVHUYHWRµVLJQDOPXWXDO
regaUGDQGWKHDEVHQFHRIWKUHDW¶ (Manning 1992: 13).13 Parks offer ample opportunities for 
the unobtrusive and peaceful scanning of others in ways that allow for interactions as µSHRSOH
ZDWFKLQJ¶ ± seeing and being seen ± is an accepted feature of park use. We argue that 
HYHU\GD\PHDQLQJIXOHQFRXQWHUVZLWKGLIIHUHQFHFDQSURYLGHµOHDUQLQJRSSRUWXQLWLHV¶RU
µPRPHQWVRIUHFRJQLWLRQ¶WKDWVHUYHDVDFRXQWHUIRLOWRFRQWHPSRUDU\WUHQGVWRZDUGVVRFLDO
segmentation. In drawing together our findings, we offer the following conditions as 
constituting the parameters for our interpretation of the social role that parks might play in 
IRUJLQJDQµRSHQQHVVWRRWKHUQHVV¶E\ZD\RIORRVHUHODWLRQVEHWZHHQVWUDQJHUV  
 
)LUVWWKHQDWXUHRIWKHµHQFRXQWHU¶LVQRWUHGXFLEOHWRVSHHFKRUGLUHFWLQWHraction or contact, 
but can be ± and usually is ± non-verbal, observed and indirect displays of behaviour, 
activities or interaction. Indeed, being together in the shared atmosphere of a park can create 
µDVWUXFWXUHRIIHHOLQJPDGHPRUHVLJQLILFDQWEHFDXVHLWdoes not UHTXLUHGLDORJLFLQWHUDFWLRQ¶ 
(Neal et al. 2015: 470). For our purposes, encounters occur or unfold in a shared time-space 
FRQILJXUDWLRQWKDWFRQVWLWXWHVµFR-SUHVHQFH¶ 
 
Second, the encounter itself is unplanned or spontaneous ± albeit the µDWPRVSKHUHV¶
conducive to fostering the occurrence may themselves have been planned or designed. 
Following Peattie (1998: 248), conviviality µFDQEHHQFRXUDJHGE\WKHULJKW rules, the right 
props, and the right places and VSDFHV¶. Convivial co-mingling requires active facilitation, 
planning, mediation and responsive regulation to enable diverse people to get along (Fincher 
and Iveson 2015: 23; Barker 2017). The quality and inclusivity of parks ± as reflected in 
standards of good management, facilities and upkeep ± will be conducive to fostering 
convivial encounters.   
 
7KLUGWKHHQFRXQWHULWVHOILVSHUFHLYHGE\DWOHDVWRQHLQGLYLGXDODVµPHDQLQJIXO¶LWKDVDQ
inter-VXEMHFWLYHTXDOLW\ZLWKUHJDUGWRWKHUHFRJQLWLRQRIGLIIHUHQFH,Q<RXQJ¶V(1990: 240) 
WHUPVLWSURPSWVDQµXQGHUVWDQG>LQJ@WKDWWKHUHDUHRWKHUPHDQLQJV SUDFWLFHVSHUVSHFWLYHV«
that one could learn and experience something more and GLIIHUHQWE\LQWHUDFWLQJZLWK¶. 
                                                             
13
 <HWµFLYLOLQDWWHQWLRQ¶DVDQHYHU\GD\VWUDWHJ\RIQHJRWLDWLQJRUGHUDPRQJVWUDQJHUVFDQDOVRUHGXFHIHHOLQJV
of responsibility for the well-being of others.  
Forthcoming in International Journal of Law in Context, 2019 
25 
 
However, the same exposure, interaction or contact may be experienced and interpreted 
differently by different actors. 
 
Fourth, the encounter engenders a dimension of generalisability or scalability beyond the 
LQVWDQWPRPHQWWRGLIIHUHQWWLPHVDQGSODFHVLQ9DOHQWLQH¶V(2008: 325) words ± noted above 
- LWµWUDQVODWHVEH\RQGWKHVSHFLILFVRIWKHLQGLYLGXDOPRPHQW¶6FDODELOLW\PD\GHULYHIURP
the transferability of the norms or values implied and/or from the incremental, cumulative 
effects of similar repeat encounters over time. Hence, the meaningfulness of the encounter 
PD\GHULYHIURPWKHDFFXPXODWLRQRIOLQNHGµPRPHQWV¶ as a result of which difference may 
become increasingly rendered mundane and unremarkable. 
 
Finally, the values and norms imparted through social learning and recognition are ones that 
render difference ordinary, foster greater intercultural and intergroup understanding which 
may, over time, serve to increase trust. The outcomes of such encounters need not result in a 
greater communality through shared values or group membership, but rather mutual 
recognition that itself may offer looser ties of affiliation or connection based on shared 
activities and practices (Gilmore 2017).  
 
CONVIVIALITY, ATMOSPHERE AND LAW 
Conviviality focuses attention on a complex interpersonal capacity to be at ease in public 
spaces in the presence of diversity and form openness to otherness. But as Wise and 
9HOD\XWKDPSRLQWRXWµFRQYLYLDOLW\LVPRUHWKDQWKHLQWHUSHUVRQDO¶: 408). A range of 
factors ± material, structural, spatial and legal - mediate park-users experiences and support 
(or potentially constrain) the atmospheres of social environments, as well as the ambience 
and interactions therein, that promote conviviality. Hence, design and materiality are deemed 
to be of central importance in fostering convivial spaces (Peattie 1998; Shaftoe 2008; Bates 
2018). Less has been said about the role of law and regulation and its relationship to 
conviviality. The role of law both through presence and absence, we suggest, is to foster 
atmospheres that are conducive to conditions of conviviality.  
 
However, law is not simply an instrument working on social relations but is also a set of 
conceptual categories and narratives that help construct, communicate and give meaning to 
VRFLDOUHODWLRQV)URPWKLVSHUVSHFWLYHODZ¶VFRQWH[WLVIDVKLRQHGLQDQGWKURXJKWKHURXWLQH
locally repeated enactments or practices of what cumulatively comes to constitute social 
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institutions, structures DQGWKHµDWPRVSKHUHV¶WKDWSURYLGHWKHVKDUHGJURXQG connecting 
people, their feelings and emotions with the spaces they occupy or pass through; (re-
)producing µcollective affects that are not reducible to the individual bodies that they emanate 
IURP¶$QGHUVRQ). ,PSRUWDQWO\DWPRVSKHUHVDUHQRWMX[WDSRVHGDVµDXWKHQWLF¶RU
µJHQXLQH¶LQFRQWUDVWWRpurposeful staging, design or regulation. Rather they occupy a tense 
UHODWLRQLQZKLFKµRUFKHVWUDWLRQVRIVSDFHDUHRIWHQFHQWUDOWRVRFLDOLW\SROLWLFVDQGDHVWKHWLFV¶
(Bille et al. 2015: 31). Atmospheres are forged through the constitutive interactions of social 
norms and formal legal orderings; they are the affective artefacts of intentional designs and 
unintended consequences.  
 
Philippopoulos-Mihalopoulos (2015: 4) suggests that the lawscape, the interconnection 
between law and space that expresses atmosphere, µWDNHVSODFHDVDSOD\RIYLVLELOLVDWLRQDQG
invisbliVDWLRQ¶. This he illustrates as follows: µ$QR-smoking sign in a public space is a 
visibilisation of the law, but the free, open space of an art gallery performs an invisibilisation 
of the law... a façade of ambling and seemingly unconstrained movement, free from legal 
presence¶ (ibid.). +HDUJXHVWKDWµat various points a lawscape appears more or less legal, or 
more or less spatial¶. Parks are evidently spaces where written byelaws and unwritten rules, 
civic norms and principles of civility coalesce, shaping the atmospheres of spatiality and 
directing in different ways the behaviours of those who use them. Law can serve to constrain 
and to liberate both through presence and absence. Excessive law can stifle. As 
Philippopoulos-Mihalopoulos (2018: 11) QRWHVµ6SDFH«UHTXLUHVDQLQYLVLELOLsation of the 
ODZZHQHHGWRIRUJHWDERXWWKHODZ«ZKHQZHZDONDURXQGWKHFLW\¶  
 
,QSDUNVKRZHYHULWLVQRWVLPSO\ODZ¶Vvisible absence or presence that informs the 
conditions for a convivial atmosphere, but also its capacity to mediate a loosening of 
behavioural regulation with a hospitable promotion of openness to difference, in ways that 
become routinised and rendered mundane, as if part of the (park) furniture. Such atmospheres 
in parks need to be engendered and safeguarded in minimally non-intrusive ways that are 
responsive to civic norms that enable difference to feel welcome without being essentialised. 
The task of law and regulation is to render difference normal and to preserve the liminal 
expectations that parks afford. ,QWKLVOLJKWSDUNVVKDUHTXDOLWLHVDNLQWRDµVHPL-autonomous 
VRFLDOILHOG¶0RRUHZKHUHDmultiplicity of norms and forms of law co-exist and 
ZKLFKµKDVUXOH-making capacities, and the means to induce or coerce compliance; but it is 
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simultaneously set in a larger social matrix which can, and does, affect and invade it, 
sometimes at the invitatiRQRISHUVRQVLQVLGHLWVRPHWLPHVDWLWVRZQLQVWDQFH¶ 
 
If conviviality is about the capacity of individuals to thrive in combination with others unlike 
themselves then the relationship of law to conviviality is to foster and promote the conditions 
and environments for such encounters to occur. Formal legal regulations do more than reflect 
or encode what is otherwise normatively constructed through micro-social everyday 
interactions and encounters with difference. Law shapes and is shaped by such civic norms 
and social interactions. The relationship of law to conviviality, in essence, is to promote and 
IRVWHUWKHµJHQHUDWLYHFDSDFLWLHVRISXEOLFVSDFHV¶.RFKDQG/DWKDPLQFOXGLQJWKHLU
free public access and open availability to all. This begs empirical questions about how, in 
specific places at a particular time, law and regulation can best enable constructive, sociable 
outcomes that are likely to foster openness to otherness. How might laws better enable light 
interactions that support new identities and forms of social bridging that render ethnic and 
cultural difference unremarkable? Focusing on the everyday life of citizens, as we have 
sought to do, allows us to begin to interrogate the ideals and principles that legal institutions 
and norms might do well to accommodate, enact and sustain. 
 
We suggest that insights from research on everyday practices of living, interacting and 
negotiating with difference ± directly or indirectly ± in a variety of public spaces needs to 
play a more central role, informing local and national policies and practices. Yet, we are 
acutely aware that the thrust of the arguments presented here and the allied need to attend to 
the conditions and atmospheres conducive to the micro-dynamics of intercultural recognition 
and sociality are at odds with the dominant forces of securitisation and changes in land-use 
that informs much contemporary urban politics that find form in new legal tools and 
regulations (Crawford and Hutchinson 2016). As Low et al. (2005: 1) argue; µZHDUHIDFLQJD
different kind of threat to public space - not one of disuse, but of patterns of design and 
management that exclude some people and reduce social and cultural diversity¶. Parks need 
an accompanying politics of connectivity which supports local and city-level governance that 
embed fRUPVRIµPHGLDWHGFRQYLYLDOLW\¶ (Barker 2017), rather than technologies of preventive 
H[FOXVLRQVRFLDOGLVFLSOLQHDQGµEDQLVKPHQW¶that too readily engender sterile or overtly 
orderly atmospheres that EUHHGDFXOWXUHRIPLVWUXVWDQGIHDURIµotherV¶. This is precisely 
why, as Amin (2010: 3) UHFRJQLVHVµDSROLWLFVRIHQFRXQWHUUHTXLUHVDFWLYHLQWHUPHGLDWLRQE\
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third parties, managed interaction or common projects in order to undo settled behaviour, 
EXLOGLQWHUGHSHQGHQFHRUFRPPRQSXUSRVHFDWDO\VHSRVLWLYHIHHOLQJV¶ 
 
CONCLUSION 
Certain everyday places ± through their affective atmospheres and the nature of interactions 
they foster ± HPHUJHDVµFRQYLYLDOVSDFHV¶1RZLFNDDQG9HUWRYHF. Public parks, 
we content, afford distinctive spaces apart from the city that surrounds them with 
opportunities for fostering conviviality. However, parks do not constitute spaces for 
safeguarding deliberative democracy or forging tight bonds RIµFRPPXQLW\¶(political, 
cultural or otherwise) and should not be held to such expectations. Rather, parks host and 
express diversity ± they foster an atmosphere in places where difference is normalised and 
rendered mundane. Under certain conditions parks can enable convivial encounters with 
difference that foster greater appreciation of diversity. Our research illustrates that the 
atmosphere of a park can nurture and support convivial use and intergroup social mixing. 
Conversely, parks can be places of intergroup tensions that become feared and avoided. Back 
DUJXHVIRFXVLQJRQVXFKFUXFLEOHVRIHYHU\GD\OLIHµDOORZVXVWRDWWHQGWRWKHLQKHUHQW
liveliness of VRFLDOOLIHDQGLWVWLPHVLJQDWXUHV«LWPDNHVXVWDNHWKHPXQGDQHVHULRXVO\DQG
DVNZKDWLVDWVWDNHLQRXUGDLO\HQFRXQWHUVZLWKQHLJKERXUVRUWKHSHRSOHZHEUXVKSDVW«¶
(2015: 821). This we have sought to do, highlighting how the social ties, norms and affect 
constituted in and through urban parks have considerable salience for a contextualised 
understanding of social norms, regulation and law; one that is rooted in, and works up from, 
empirical studies of everyday encounters and the civic bonds, values and practices they foster 
(Cotterrell 2017).  
 
We have argued for a kind of µFRVPRSROLWDQ¶HWKLFIRUSXEOLFSDUNVWKDWFRPELQHVERWK
recognition that people have obligations to others that stretch beyond those with whom we 
have close social ties to strangers and mutual recognition for social and multi-cultural 
difference (Appiah 2006). ,QWKHFRQWH[WRISDUNVWKLVUHVRQDWHVZLWK$SSDGXUDL¶V(2013: 
198) QRWLRQRIDµFRVPRSROLWDQLVPIURPEHORZ¶RQHWKDWEHJLQVµFORVHWRKRPHDQGEXLOGVRQ
WKHSUDFWLFHVRIWKHORFDOWKHHYHU\GD\DQGWKHIDPLOLDU¶EXWLPEXHVDQµXUJHWRH[SDQGRQH¶V
current horizons of self and cultural identity and a wish to connect with a wider world in the 
QDPHRIYDOXHVWKDWLQSULQFLSOHFRXOGEHORQJWRDQ\RQHDQGDSSO\LQDQ\FLUFXPVWDQFH¶ 
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Nonetheless, the current precarious juncture in the history of parks, the spectre of 
encroaching privatisation and continued absence of a statutory legal duty on UK local 
authorities to provide and maintain parks to recognised quality standards (Heritage Lottery 
Fund 2016; House of Commons 2017) have severely reduced the scope for public parks to 
occupy any central role in constituting a civic realm of the future. If urban parks are to 
constitute spaces of habitual encounter with difference in which to develop forms of inter-
group recognition and intercultural understandings, we are left with new challenges. To 
return to where we started, for Hall (2017: 174) µWKHTXHVWLRQLVQRWwho we are, but who we 
can become¶ In debates about how we might constitute a civic culture that enables city 
dwellers to live confidently with difference, we contend that it is as important to appreciate 
the limitations of public spaces as the harbingers of cosmopolitan hospitality and bastions of 
deliberative democracy, as to explore and extol the vital opportunities they present for 
constructive future social relations.  
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